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PLANNING  IN  MARTIN  COUNTY 

On  July  20,  196U,  by  resolution  of  the  Martin  County  Commissioners,  the  five 

member  Martin  County  Planning  Board  had  its  beginning.   The  Board  was  organized 

under  provisions  of  North  Carolina  State  Statutes  153-9  (40).   On  February  lU,  1966, 

the  County  of  Martin  entered  into  a  contract  with  the  Division  of  Community  Planning 

of  the  North  Carolina  Department  of  Conservation  and  Development,   The  contract 

provides  partial  Federal  financing  of  a  planning  program  under  Section  701  of  the 

Housing  Act  of  195U.   This  population  report  is  the  first  of  6  projects  provided 

under  the  contract.   Its  purpose  is  to  give  the  Martin  County  Planning  Board  and 

other  officials  a  basis  for  subsequent  planning  activities  and  a  means  of  documenting 

and  justifying  various  recommendations  to  be  made  in  the  future.   The  other  five 

projects  provided  for  in  the  contract  are  as  follows: 

Economic  Potential  Study 

Land  Potential  Study 

Land  and  Facilities  Development  Plan 

Public  Improvements  Program 

Capital  Improvements  Budget 

On  the  date  the  contract  commenced,  the  Martin  County  Board  of  Commissioners 

engaged  a  full  time  resident  planner  to  establish  a  planning  department  and  whose 

responsibility  it  is  to  carry  out  the  terms  of  the  contract. 
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INTRODUCTION 

This  report  has  been  prepared  with  the  objective  of  presenting  a  picture  of  Martin 
County's  population  in  a  simplified,  easily  understandable  manner.   Consequently, 
the  graphic  method  of  presentation  composes  a  large  portion  of  the  report.   However, 
the  written  material  discusses  and  brings  to  focus  the  most  outstanding  and  import- 
ant characteristics  and  trends  of  the  population.   The  summary  points  up  the  impli- 
cations of  these  characteristics  and  makes  some  recommendations  regarding  them. 

The  statistical  information,  for  the  most  part,  was  taken  from  published  and  un- 
published reports  of  the  U.  S.  Bureau  of  Census,  exceptions  have  been  noted,  however. 


-2- 


LOCATION  AND  SIZE  OF  MARTIN  COUNTY 

Martin  County  is  located  in  the  northeastern  section  of  North  Carolina  within  the 
Roanoke  River  Basin,  with  the  river  forming  its  northeastern  boundry.   The  county 
is  approximately  100  miles  inland  from  North  Carolina's  outer  banks  and  approxi- 
mately 100  miles  from  North  Carolina's  capital  city  of  Raleigh. 

It  is  oblong  and  approximately  ^+2  miles  long  and  12  miles  wide,  and  has  a  land 
area  of  481  square  miles  or  207,8^+0  acres. 

The  county  was  created  in  1774  from  Halifax  and  Tyrell  counties  and  was  recognized 
by  the  North  Carolina  General  Assembly  in  1779. 
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HISTORY  OF  MARTIN  COUNTY'S  POPULATION 

In  1910,  Martin  County's  populztion  was  17,797.   Between  1910  and  1960,  the  county's 
population  had  an  overall  increase  of  52,57o,  up  to  its  1960  population  of  27,139o 
This  was  a  net  increase  of  9,3^+2  persons.   During  this  same  period  the  State  had  an 
increase  of  106, 57o.   It  must  be  noted,  however,  that  in  1950  the  county's  population 
was  27,938  or  63.7%  over  the  1910  population.   The  highest  percentage  of  population 
growth  came  between  1910  and  1920,  when  it  increased  from  17,797  to  20,823,  an  inc- 
rease of  177o. 

Between  1950  and  1960,  the  county's  population  declined  by  799  C2„97o)  persons,  as 
compared  to  a  State  increase  of  12.27o.   Some  probable  reasons  for  this  decrease, 
and  the  age,  sex  and  race  groups  that  the  decrease  occurred  in,  will  be  discussed 
later. 

These  percentages  and  more  detailed  comparisons  of  growth  between  Martin  County, 
its  contiguous  counties,  and  the  State  can  be  seen  in  Table  11,  Page  30  and  Graph 
2,  Page  31. 
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MARTIN       COUNTY      I960      POPULATION       AND      PERCENT      OF      TOTAL       POPULATION       BY      TOWNSHIP 
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AGE  COMPOSITION 

The  percentage,  by  logical  groups,  of  Martin  County's  27,139  people  in  1960  can 
be  broken  down  into  12.57o  between  0  and  4  years  of  age,  35.07o  between  5  and  19 
years  of  age  (school  age),  42.37o  between  20  and  59  years  of  age  (work  force), 
9.17o  between  60  and  above  (retired  age). 

The  percentages  for  the  state  in  these  age  groups  in  1960  were  II .  77o  0-k,    31.07o 
5-19,  U7.87o  20-59,  and  9.57o  60  and  above. 

Of  Martin  County's  12.67o  0-^+  years  of  age,  5.17o  are  whites  and  7 .  57o  are  nonwhites. 
The  36.07o  age  group  5-19  consisted  of  15.07o  white  and  2I.07o  nonwhites.   The  42.3% 
(work  force  group)  from  20  to  59  consisted  of  22.87o  whites  and  19.57o  nonwhites. 
The  retired  age  group  of  9.I7o  is  broken  down  into  6 .  l7o  whites  and  3.07o  nonwhites, 
indicating  a  longer  life  expectancy  for  whites  than  nonwhites. 

These  county  and  State  percentages  can  be  seen  in  more  detail  on  the  following 
six  pages . 
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TABLE  NO. 


;^RTIN  COUNTY  TOTAL  POPULATION 
IN  PERCENTAGES  BY  SEX  AND  AGE  GROUP 


\/ITH  PROJECTIONS  FOR  1970  AND  19S0 


AGE 
GROUP 

195 

3              1 

1960              1 

PE 

,R  CENT 

1970    PROJECTED 

'■    1930    PROJ 

ECTED'j 

STATE 
1960 

M 

F 

M+F 

M 

J.' 

i':+F 

M 

F 

M+F 

M 

F 

M+F 

M 

F 

[■UF 

O-U 

7-2 

7.2 

14,5 

6,3 

6.2 

12,6 

5,3 

5.7 

11,7 

6,1 

6.0 

12.2 

b.O 

5,9 

12,1 

5    9 

6.3 

6.5 

12-9 

6,6 

6-6 

13,3 

5.6 

5.4 

11.2 

6.2 

6,-0 

12.3 

6,0 

6.2 

12.2 

IQ-^IU 

6,1 

5.6 

11.3 

6.7 

6.4 

13.1 

5.4 

5.2 

10.7 

6,1 

5.7 

10.3 

6,0 

5.3 

11.3 

15-19 

4,9 

4,3 

9.3 

4,9 

4.7 

9.6 

4.6 

4,3 

9.1 

5,3 

5.0 

10.3 

4.9 

4.6 

9.7 

20-2'-t 

3  J 

4,1 

7    7 

2.5 

2,9 

5.4 

3.5 

3.3 

6,9 

2,8 

2,3 

6.0 

2,6 

2.9 

5.6 

25-29 

3,6 

3.6 

7,2 

2,5 

2.6 

5,1 

3,1 

3  .3 

6.5 

2.6 

2.7 

5,3 

2,8 

2,8 

5.7 

30-34 

3.2 

3,3 

6.5 

2.5 

3.1 

5,6 

3,2 

3.4 

6.3 

1,9 

2.3 

4,3 

2.1 

2,6 

4,3 

35-39 

3,3 

3  -4 

6.7 

2,9 

3  -2 

6-1 

3.3 

3.5 

6,9 

2,2 

iM 

4,7 

2,2 

2.5 

U.3 

UO-i+4 

2,6 

2.6 

5.3 

2.9 

3.1 

6.0 

3.0 

3.1 

6,2 

2.3 

3  .0 

5,3 

1.7 

2.3 

4,1 

45-49 

2,1 

2.1 

4.3 

2,9 

2.9 

5,3 

2,3 

2.9 

5.7 

2.7 

2.9 

5.7 

2,0 

2.2 

4.3 

50-54 

2.0 

1.7 

3.7 

2,4 

2.3 

4.7 

2.3 

2.5 

4.8 

2,7 

2.3 

5,6 

2.2 

2.3 

5,0 

55^59 

1.5 

1,4 

2.9 

1,7 

1.9 

3.6 

1,9 

2,1 

4.0 

2.4 

2,7 

5,2 

2.3 

2-7 

5.1 

60-64 

1,1 

1.1 

2.2 

1,5 

1.5 

3,0 

1,4 

1,6 

3  ,0 

1.9 

2,1 

4,0 

2.1 

2.2 

4,8 

65-69 

1.0 

1.1 

2.1 

1,2 

1.4 

2,6 

1,2 

1,4 

2,6 

1,5 

2.0 

3,6 

2,1 

2.8 

5,0 

70-74 

,6 

.6 

1.2 

,  3 

.9 

1,7 

,3 

1,0 

1,3 

1.1 

1,2 

2,6 

1.4 

1,3 

3.3 

75      - 

.6 

.6 

1,2 

,8 

1.0 

1.3 

.3 

1.2 

2,1 

1.0 

1,4 

2.6 

,5 

1.4 

2,0 

TOTAL 

49.3 

49.7 

100,0 

49.1 

50.7 

100.0 

49,2 

50,6 

100,0 

43,8 

50-6 

100,0 

46.9 

51,1 

100  ,0 

*      Gee   Trends    and    Proiections,    Page    39    for  methodology    of    Population    Projections, 
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3 

.ND    19SC 

= 
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BY    SEX  AMD   AGE   GROUI 
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..3E 
^T.OUP 

1950 

1960 

1970    PROJECTED 

1930    PROJECTED 

T   T7 

yEU'.i.^. 

i;  +  F 

;t.te 

T^EIIAT.R 

l-I    V    F 

;;;.T.K 

^f>:at,r 

M    *    F 

M\T,R 

ff.t-;aT,e 

T'l     i-    F 

o  -k 

1,999 

2.023 

i|.022 

1,717 

1.6  72 

3,339 

1,554 

1,514 

3    06  3 

1,407 

1.370 

2.777 

5-9 

1.752 

1.305 

3,557 

1,  796 

1,739 

3.535 

1.517 

1,511 

3,023 

1,404 

1,399 

2,303 

10-lif 

1.701 

1,605 

3,366 

1,309 

1,747 

3.556 

1,554 

L ,  444 

2,993 

1,405 

1,306 

2    711 

15-15 

1,3  71 

1.3UC 

2,711 

1     324 

1,231 

2,605 

1,3  51 

1,266 

2,617 

1.141 

1,069 

2,210 

2C.  2i-:- 

1 .  C  2  3 

T             19^, 

—    1    i.     ■■  J 

6  32 

735 

1,46  7 

715 

312 

1,52  7 

614 

671 

1,235 

■::-29 

1,01C 

1,019 

2,029 

677 

71U 

1,391 

651 

677 

1,323 

647 

664 

1,311 

3r  ^3^ 

n  "^  1 

923 

1,324 

6  35 

3  33 

1-513 

472 

596 

1,06  3 

435 

606 

1.091 

"5-39 

913 

9  51 

i  ,364 

301 

373 

1,674 

546 

613 

1.159 

523 

579 

1.102 

•'(:-'4-: 

73i4 

/  J  - 1 

1,^^6  3 

/     ''    li 

343 

1,626 

590 

764 

1,354 

403 

547 

995 

^5-49 

59  7 

59  7 

.,194 

737 

793 

1,535 

690 

731 

1.421 

471 

519 

990 

5C  -5^ 

5. '4  7 

i+30 

1,02  7 

655 

623 

1,273 

692 

717 

l,4r9 

'  '^ '" 

644 

1,169 

55-59 

412 

3  36 

793 

467 

522 

939 

614 

697 

1,311 

■  -^  -> 

633 

1,176 

cc-e'-i 

310 

317 

627 

401 

412 

313 

477 

53  3 

1.015 

'99 

617 

1,116 

C5.G9 

279 

313 

615 

o  9  o 

369 

697 

371 

496 

367 

439 

662 

1,151 

79-  7'{ 

ISO 

133 

363 

216 

249 

465 

275 

324 

599 

323 

424 

752 

7  ""( 

162 

131 

343 

219 

232 

501 

262 

361 

623 

124 

331 

455 

TOT-  -L 

13,3  91 

14,0'-i7 

2  7,933 

13,342 

13,797 

27,139 

12,331 

13,061 

OS     ?  "  ? 

11,193 

12,196 

23,339 

IN   PERC 
WITH   I 

T/iBLE    i:0„    2 

.TION 
:   GROUP 
TO    1980 

^IN  COUOTY   VraiTE    POPUl.- 
-EOTAGES   BY   SEX  AND  AGE 
PROJECTIONS   FOR   1970  AD 

AGE 
GROUP 

1950 

1960 

PER  CEOT 
STATS 
1960 

1970    PROJECTED 

1930    PROJECTED 

M 

F 

M+F 

M 

F 

M+F 

M 

F 

M+F 

M 

F 

M+F 

M 

F 

M+F 

0-4 

5.S 

5.7 

11.7 

5.1 

4.9 

10,1 

5.1 

5,2 

10.7 

4    7 

4,6 

9.4 

4.6 

4.4 

9.2 

5-9 

5.6 

5.2 

10.7 

5.1 

5.0 

10.2 

5.1 

h.9 

10.1 

4.6 

4.5 

9.2 

4.5 

4.U 

9,1 

LO-IU 

5.7 

5.3 

11.2 

5.7 

5.1 

10.9 

5.1 

4.9 

10.0 

5.2 

4,6 

9.8 

4.9 

4.3 

9.4 

15-19 

4.6 

4.4 

9.1 

4.5 

4.1 

3.7 

4.5 

4,2 

3.7 

4.2 

4.1 

8,3 

3,9 

3.8 

7.9 

20-24 

3.4 

3.6 

7.1 

2.7 

3.0 

5.3 

3.6 

3.4 

7,1 

2.7 

3,0 

5.8 

2.6 

2.7 

5.4 

25-29 

3.7 

3.7 

7.7 

2.S 

2,8 

5.7 

3.3 

3.4 

6.9 

2.S 

2,7 

5.6 

2.7 

2,3 

5.7 

30   34 

3.7 

3.7 

7,7 

2.9 

3.3 

6.2 

3.4 

3.6 

7,1 

2.4 

2.3 

5.2 

2.5 

2.9 

5.5 

35-39 

3.7 

3.7 

7.6 

3.4 

3,4 

6.9 

3.5 

3.6 

7.2 

2.7 

2,7 

5,4 

2.8 

2,6 

5    6 

40-44 

3,1 

3,1 

6,3 

3.2 

3.5 

6.3 

3.1 

3,2 

6.4 

2,7 

3,2 

5.9 

2,2 

2.8 

5.2 

45-49 

2.5 

2-6 

5,1 

3-4 

3,6 

7.0 

2.9 

3,0 

6.0 

3.2 

3.4 

6.6 

2.5 

2.3 

5  ,4 

50    54 

2.4 

1.9 

4,4 

2.9 

2,3 

5.7 

2.4 

2.6 

5.2 

3.1 

3.3 

6,5 

2-6 

3.1 

5.3 

55-59 

1.3 

1.6 

3,4 

2.0 

2,4 

4.4 

2,0 

2.2 

4.3 

2.8 

3,-4 

6.3 

2.7 

3.3 

6.2 

60-64 

1.4 

1.3 

2.3 

2.0 

2.6 

4.6 

1,5 

1.7 

3.3 

2.5 

2.7 

5,3 

2.3 

3.3 

6,-3 

65-69 

l.I 

1,3 

2.5 

1.3 

1.5 

2    3 

1.2 

1.5 

2.S 

1.5 

2.3 

3.9 

2.2 

3.3 

5,8 

70--74 

.7 

.7 

1,4 

.9 

11 

2.0 

,3 

l.l 

2,0 

1.4 

1.6 

3.0 

1.3 

2.4 

4.3 

75      + 

.6 

.7 

1.4 

.9 

1.3 

2.2 

,9 

1.3 

2.2 

1,1 

1.3 

3.0 

1.5 

1.5 

3.3 

TOT.VL 

50.4 

49.2 

100.0 

49.4 

50.9 

100.0 

49.4 

50.3 

100.0 

48.4 

51.3 

100.0 

47.4 

51.0 

100.0 

1 
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MARTIN 
VJITH   PRO. 

T/J3LE 

NO.    2 -A 

^lON 
)   1980 

COUIITY    iffllTE    P0PULA1 
{   SEX  AND  AGE   GROUP 
JECTIONS   FOR   1970   ANI 

AGE 
GROUP 

1950 

1960 

1970    PROJECTED 

1980    PROJECTED 

M\LE 

FEMALE 

M   +    F 

MALE 

FE>L\LE 

M    +    F 

MALE 

FEMALE 

M   +    F 

MALE 

FEM/VLE 

M   +   F 

0-4 

806 

800 

1,606 

696 

671 

1,367 

615 

593 

1,203 

551 

531 

1.082 

5-9 

781 

726 

1,507 

697 

689 

1,336 

594 

58  7 

1,181 

537 

531 

1,068 

10-14 

3  0C 

743 

1,543 

776 

706 

1,482 

6  70 

592 

1,262 

592 

52  3 

1,115 

15  ^IQ 

{■,IUi 

615 

1.259 

613 

560 

1,173 

547 

531 

1,078 

466 

452 

918 

20-24 

4  76 

508 

984 

3  71 

4l3 

784 

3ia 

392 

751 

3L0 

328 

633 

25-29 

521 

522 

1.043 

390 

391 

781 

371 

356 

72  7 

331 

33  7 

668 

.3  0.34 

513 

524 

1.037 

399 

452 

3  51 

310 

367 

677 

300 

348 

643 

7  5^39 

522 

515 

1,037 

473 

469 

942 

354 

351 

705 

336 

319 

655 

40-44 

441 

432 

873 

44  7 

435 

932 

347 

413 

765 

270 

339 

609 

45-49 

357 

364 

721 

465 

490 

955 

413 

446 

8  59 

309 

334 

643 

50-54 

343 

275 

613 

405 

332 

787 

410 

428 

833 

313 

369 

637 

55-59 

2  53 

232 

435 

234 

329 

613 

369 

442 

811 

323 

402 

730 

GO-64 

195 

139 

334 

282 

356 

633 

332 

355 

637 

336 

393 

734 

G5-69 

164 

184 

348 

133 

212 

395 

205 

300 

505 

267 

403 

670 

70-74 

103 

104 

207 

127 

153 

230 

133 

207 

390 

216 

287 

503 

75      + 

3  3 

103 

196 

130 

133 

313 

153 

242 

395 

18  5 

135 

370 

tot:.l 

7,017 

6,341 

13,3  53 

6,733 

6,341 

1,3579 

6,234 

6.607 

12,841 

5,652 

6,236 

11.388 

J 
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TABLE  NO  -  3 
MARTIN  COUNTY  NONWHITE  POPULATION 
IN  PERCENTAGES  BY  SEX  AND  AGE  GROUP 
WITH  PROJECTIONS  FOR  1970  AND  1980 


AGE 
GROUP 

1950 

196C 

J 1 

PER  CENT 

1^70    PROJECTED 

L380    PROJECTED 

STATE 
1960 

M 

F 

M+F 

M 

F 

Mi-F 

M 

F 

M^F 

M 

F 

M+F 

M 

F 

M*F 

0  u 

3    4 

8    6 

17    2       7-5 

7-3 

15    0 

7-1 

7    I 

14    3 

7    4 

7,3 

15,0 

7.4 

7.2 

14-5 

5    9 

6-8 

7    6 

14,6      8.1 

8,1 

16.3 

6    9 

7.0 

14    0 

7,3 

7    3 

14    7 

75 

7    5 

15.0 

lO-IU 

6/3 

6-5 

12    9 

7    6 

7,6 

15,2 

6    4 

6    2 

12    6 

7,0 

6,7 

13    9 

7,0 

6,8 

13,7 

15    19 

5,1 

5.1 

10    3 

5.2 

5    3 

10.-5 

5.0 

4    8 

9    9 

6,4 

5    8 

12    3 

5-8 

5-3 

11    1 

20-214 

3    8 

4    3 

8    2 

2,2 

2    7 

5    0 

3,1 

3    1 

6,2 

2,8 

3    3 

6    2 

2.6 

2.9 

5    5 

25-29 

3.4 

3    5 

6,9 

2    1 

2    3 

4.4 

2    4 

2,9 

5    u 

2-2 

2    5 

4.8 

2,7 

2,8 

5-4 

30-34 

2,7 

2    8 

5    5 

2    1 

2.8 

4    9 

2.5 

3,0 

5    6 

1,2 

1    8 

3    2 

L  .6 

2.2 

3    8 

3  5-39 

2.-7 

3    0 

5,7 

2,4 

2,9 

5    3 

2,6 

3    1 

5,7 

1-5 

2,0 

3    8 

1.6 

2  ,2 

3    8 

i+0-4u 

?  .0 

2  .1 

4.2 

2    4 

2    6 

5    1 

2-5 

2,3 

5.4 

1.9 

2  -7 

4.8 

1    1 

1,8 

2    9 

U5-i+9 

1.7 

1.6 

3   3 

2,3 

2.2 

4    6 

2    4 

2,6 

5-0 

2,2 

2,2 

4.6 

1,4 

1.6 

3.0 

50^5i+ 

I   4 

1    4 

2    8 

1  .8 

1    7 

3,6 

1  -9 

2  ,1 

4.0 

2.2 

2.3 

4,6 

1    7 

2,3 

4-1 

55    59 

1.1 

1.0 

2    2 

1.3 

1    4 

2.  7 

1.7 

1,8 

3.6 

i    9 

2  -0 

4.0 

1  -8 

2    0 

3  .8 

eo    64 

3 

.9 

1.7 

,8 

i  1 

2.0 

1,1 

1.3 

2    4 

1,1 

1„'4 

2    7 

1,4 

1.9 

3    3 

6  5    6Q 

-8 

,9 

1    7 

1.0 

1  1 

2    2 

1    0 

1,2 

2.2 

1,3 

,1 

1.5 

1.9 

2-2 

4    1 

70-  74 

5 

.4 

11         ,6 

1 
I 

1,3 

6 

,3 

I  ,4 

,  7 

9 

1.7 

,9 

1,1 

2    1 

75       • 

5 

5 

10          .6 

7 

1    3 

.  7 

,9 

16 

,8 

9 

2    0 

2,6 

1,2 

3  ,9 

TOTAL 

48,7 

51.0 

100-0    48.6 

51    2 

100   0 

48    5 

51    2 

100,0 

48,5 

49.9 

100,0 

49,6 

51.7 

100    0 
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TABLE   NOo    3 -A 
MARTIN  COUNTY    NOIf.raiTE    P0PUL.\TI0N 

BY   SEX  AND  AGE   GROUP 
VJITH   PROJECTIONS    FOR   1970  AND   1980 

- 

.iOE 
GROUP 

1950 

1960 

1970    PROJECTED 

1930    PROJECTED 

I'lALE 

FEMALE 

M    +    F 

M'iLE 

FE11\LE 

M   +    F 

mLE 

FEMALE 

M   +   F 

MALE 

FEM\LE 

M    +    F 

0-i+ 

1.193 

1.223 

2.416 

1.021 

1.001 

2.022 

939 

921 

1.860 

856 

839 

1.695 

5-9 

971 

1.079 

2,050 

1,099 

1,100 

2,199 

923 

924 

1.847 

367 

868 

1.73  5 

10-L4 

901 

922 

1.823 

1,033 

1,041 

2,074 

884 

852 

1.736 

313 

783 

1,596 

15-19 

727 

725 

1,452 

711 

721 

1,432 

804 

735 

1,539 

675 

617 

1,292 

20-24 

5it7 

617 

l!l64 

311 

372 

683 

356 

420 

776 

304 

343 

647 

25-29 

489 

497 

986 

28  7 

323 

610 

280 

321 

601 

316 

327 

643 

30-3i+ 

388 

399 

737 

286 

381 

667 

162 

229 

391 

135 

2  58 

443 

35=39 

331 

436 

817 

328 

404 

732 

192 

262 

454 

187 

260 

447 

40-44 

293 

302 

595 

331 

363 

694 

243 

346 

589 

138 

208 

346 

45^49 

240 

233 

43  7 

322 

308 

630 

277 

285 

562 

162 

18  5 

347 

50-54 

204 

205 

409 

250 

241 

491 

282 

289 

571 

207 

275 

482 

55-59 

159 

154 

313 

183 

193 

376 

245 

255 

500 

210 

236 

446 

60-G4 

115 

123 

243 

119 

156 

275 

145 

183 

323 

163 

219 

332 

65-69 

115 

134 

249 

145 

157 

302 

166 

196 

362 

222 

259 

431 

70-74 

77 

79 

156 

89 

96 

135 

92 

117 

209 

112 

137 

249 

75      + 

74 

73 

14  7 

S9 

99 

188 

109 

119 

223 

309 

146 

455 

TOT/vL 

6,374 

7,206 

14,080 

6,604 

6,956 

13,560 

6,099 

6,454 

12,553 

5,541 

5,960 

11,501 

^ 
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COMPOSITION  OF   MARTIN  COUNTY    POPULATION    -    I960 

SEX  RATIO 

In  1960,  Martin  County's  population  consisted  of  49.1%  males  and  50,97o  females. 
The  state  ratio  for  males  and  females  in  1960  was  k9.3%   males  and  50o77o  females. 

The  50.9%  females  consisted  of  25.27o  white  females  and  25.7%  nonwhite  females 
and  the  U9.1%  males  consisted  of  24.8%  whites  males  and  24,3%,  nonwhite  males. 

The  county's  ratio  of  males  to  females  compares  closely  with  the  State  ratio  of 
49,3%  males  and  50.7%  females.   The  race  ratio  differs,  however,  with  the  State 
ratio  of  757o  white  males,  257o  nonwhite  males  --  75.87o  white  females  and  24.2% 
nonwhite  females. 

The  county  and  state  percentages  are  broken  down  more  clearly  in  the  Population 
Pyramids . 
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'!'AeLE    N0„    4 
PERCEinAGE   CCviPCSITJON  CCMPAPJ.SCM  CP 

'to 

J 

WHITE  1 

-l:c:'  •  ...-.:  .-s  ^  -:c.  :,      >_v  ■   "Y 

.OuP 

1 

>■    NOW-'P.iTE   I-IALE    i-.    FEMALE    V   AGE    Gf 

WF  :te 

NONWHI 

TE 

STATE 

MARTIN  CO,                     STATE 

mart: 

LN  CO  . 

M 

p 

M                   F' 

M 

F 

M 

F 

o~h 

u.O 

3.9 

2-6 

2,5 

L.8 

i  .8 

3.8 

3.7 

5-9 

3  -S 

3  ..  7 

2.6 

2.5 

IS 

1.8 

4-0 

4,1 

lO^Iii 

3.8 

3,7 

2    9 

2-6 

1.6 

1    6 

.3,8 

3  .8 

15    19 

i    u 

3,1 

2.3 

2,1 

1.3 

L-2 

2.6 

2    7 

20    2k 

2-7 

2.6 

I,  " 

1.5 

.8 

.  8 

1  =  1 

]  ,4 

2  5-29 

2    5 

2,6 

I  .4 

1,-U 

,6 

7 

1.1 

i  -2 

30^34 

2,6 

2  =  7 

1.5 

1.7 

,7 

.8 

1.1 

1.4 

5  5.39 

2,6 

2,7 

L.7 

1.7 

.  / 

.8 

12 

1.5 

UO   kk 

2.4 

2  -4 

1.6 

1.8 

7 

7 

-|          r- 

1.3 

U5~i+9 

2.2 

2.3 

17 

1    8 

.  6 

,7 

1    2 

L.l 

50-5ii 

1  -? 

2    0 

15 

1    u 

5 

5 

Q 

,8 

55  .59 

1    5 

i     7 

1-0 

1.2 

,u 

.5 

7 

-7 

60-6ii 

1  .1 

L,3 

1    0 

I    3 

3 

i+ 

,4 

,6 

65-69 

9 

1..1 

.7 

-8 

,3 

,3 

t; 

6 

70-74 

,7 

8 

.5 

6 

2 

.2 

,3 

^  a 

75       ^ 

.  7 

1.0 

q 

7 

2 

,2 

3 

.,4 

TOTAL 

3  7.0 

— N.^ 

74. 

3  7.6 

• 

2U   8 

25-2 

12.3 

13,0 

24    3 

25.6 
.4 

6 -__ 

50.6 

25-4 

I       

. 49 

100 .  o^^^^^'^^'^^^^Too .  0 

1 
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MEDIAN  AGE  -  1960 

Martin  County's  overall  median  age  was  21  5  years  and  ranked  93rd  from  the  highest 
median  age  of  any  county  in  the  state.   The  median  age  for  males  was  20,2  years  and 
22,6  years  for  females.   The  median  age  for  white  males  was  27,8  years  as  compared 
to  16,0  years  for  nonwhite  males,  29,4  years  white  females,  and  17,3  years  nonwhite 
females ,   These  figures  indicate  a  higher  birth  rate  for  nonwhites  than  whites  and 
a  longer  life  span  for  females  of  both  races.   Some  interesting  comparisons  of  median 
age  by  race,  sex,  and  townships  can  be  noted  on  Table  5,  next  page.   Examples  of  this 
are  the  extremes  of  12=7  years  median  age  in  Poplar  Point  Township  nonwhite  males  as 
compared  with  34,0  median  years  among  white  females  in  Griffins  Township. 
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MARTIN  COUNTY   POPULATION  BY   TOWNSHIPS    -    SEX    -   AGE   GROUPS    1960 


i£  — 
O  X 

X 

si 

7 

3 

5 

z 

3 

z 

3 

z      - 

o      - 

m 

3 

3 

< 

3 

< 

i 

M            F 

M            t- 

M            F 

"           f 

M 

F 

M 

F 

M            F 

':           \ 

M              , 

"            F 

>i 

M                  [ 

TOTAL    POfLl-\TIUN 

.    P^ARTi;j 

COUNTi-   -    - 

ii^ 

u-U 

>0          JL 

U9          5f. 

2  3m        180 

58 

73 

U5 

H.U 

1U8 

132 

55        99 

2'5« 

305 

1*C 

37 

590 

605 

Uf.O      1.51 

1717 

1672 

i-y 

3  '          m 

^ !       1. 1 

.31       .30 

b7 

73 

168 

158 

117 

158 

bS          b' 

321 

29' 

s^ 

hit 

bO! 

599 

i*"'2      U'.S 

1  :'96 

Uh'* 

lU-li4 

l.'O          S9 

85         -3 

2  32      206 

51. 

69 

1  75 

190 

155 

199 

5b         96 

321* 

■^1-^ 

S*-! 

51 

5  52 

566 

1*  1  3      1.  2 1. 

1809 

1  ~'^  " 

Ii-19 

69          67 

67          bl 

15b      lU? 

51. 

1.S 

11*3 

128 

129 

120 

93           37 

21*5 

219 

1*0 

l*U 

37H 

uio 

21*8       2-3 

13  21* 

I2M 

^5        i-l 

29         35 

71.         71. 

33 

35 

bt* 

48 

1.9 

13         20 

l35 

iM* 

li 

!  1 

::u 

2  8b 

11*0       219 

^82 

''•■'■, 

-■  i  -  2  9 

3S           ;7 

29          28 

'1         -9 

28 

23 

3u 

55 

51 

58 

19         15 

lU' 

i;i* 

21          11* 

2  76 

291 

198       229 

67^ 

"11. 

3U-3- 
3^.39 

31         47 

2".          29 

76        103 

38 

31. 

3' 

67 

98 

59 

19         17 

102 

11*0 

2b 

2b 

■81* 

31  1 

211        21. 5 

bb5 

33'» 

U6         5L 

33         33 

89        86 

28 

1.7 

68 

6b 

69 

79 

16         2  5 

152 

130 

23 

1*0 

277      321 

200      2b3 

HOI 

-.  --r 

UO-LU 

i.9        63 

35         39 

n       78 

1.2 

30 

Ul 

1.9 

68           73 

19         21 

132 

U.8 

78 

?1 

2  93 

306 

2J9      230 

-.  -^ 

'I'JiS 

-^-49 

56        U7 

39        W 

7U          69 

U8 

39 

b3 

51 

63 

66 

2  1         2  1 

W^       \'->t 

31 

n 

2  53 

-9U 
.'Ob 

191       223 

?  H  -               ^  ■■-)  S 

jC  -  SU 

52         33 

30         31 

59        Ub 

3b 

33 

5b 

bO 

bl. 

61 

17           JO 

1:1       \  :  : 

15 

11 

205 

11.9       163 

b55          t.:: 

■jS-S9 

2  9        30 

28         3b 

i.8         (.1. 

11 

25 

33 

1.0 

99 

53 

21          U 

HL'        li.'  ■ 

10 

U 

1  53 

Ibl 

115       121 

1*6  7          ij; 

DU-bu 

lb         16 

28         22 

3  5        ..6 

17         31 

31 

29 

35 

11 

12                9 

r.t 

2  1          17 

lUO 

135 

109       110 

1*0. 

1*12      1 

6S-b9 

12         12 

U         22 

28         33 

11. 

11 

29 

22 

39 

93 

10           5 

tit.          82 

9 

lb 

1  10 

123 

H.'       !02 

3  2>'          "-b'' 

70-7^4 

U         lb 

8         15 

21         33 

11. 

10 

lb 

19 

21 

20 

3                  6 

1*8 

51 

1  1 

U 

bO 

SO 

1*2          59 

2U          2U9 

75       . 

11          lU 

11         11 

2  5        30 

U 

13 

11 

2  3 

39 

30 

9           1 

l*t* 

'^2 

10 

S 

53 

90 

1.2          ~i 

2 1  '-1       :  s  2 

Total 

765       721. 

589      592 

1528    I'.BU 

553 

591. 

1111* 

1151. 

1139 

1195 

906      3  73 

23S1 

21*9  5 

1*13 

1.02 

ui*5u 

U'8i* 

32^1     3b33 

1331*2 

13797 

Median 

1  .*J    2U.3 

21  .8    26-8 

17.0    19.3 

26.9 

21..  9 

17. i* 

18.3 

22.1 

22,9 

17.8    18.3 

20.1 

23.9 

2U.U 

20.8 

??,!* 

23-^ 

21  .'1    ,'5.0 

20.2 

22.6 

NONWHlTfcl    POPULAl 

ION    -    MAR 

-1960 

1 

u-i* 

3  7           26 

21         33 

183      13b 

21. 

UO 

lib 

118 

63 

58 

93         36 

197 

^11* 

23 

23 

311 

31  7 

255       21*6 

1021 

1001 

J-9 

■.1         36 

uu        31 

170      lb5 

38 

32 

126 

11  7 

59 

76 

99         99 

20b 

20. 

26 

31* 

31*5 

358 

282       2  86 

1099 

1  1  00 

10-LU 

U8         38 

31.        3b 

171.        166 

19 

11. 

US 

l?b 

6  7 

63 

32         31 

209 

205 

.3 

28 

M->^ 

311. 

2  51       2  59 

103  3 

lOUl 

13-19 

23         21 

29        21 

HI.      HI 

22 

19 

L02 

90 

52 

98 

20        It 

li*7 

150 

11* 

73 

188 

219 

132       151* 

^11         "21     1 

20-21* 

13           U 

10        lU 

1.8         56 

13 

12 

1*3 

3b 

13 

19 

8         ■; 

^0 

88 

5 

6 

88 

118 

58          9^ 

311 

3^2    J 

.-.-29 

6         10 

10        13 

1.6        1.8 

10 

9 

20 

33 

1-          18 

11       11 

50 

bU 

8 

109 

112 

40         93 

237          ,;,      1 

30-31* 

9         U 

11         10 

1.5         67 

13 

8 

18 

3' 

1  7         26 

10             6 

52 

7b 

9 

10'       129 

79       Ul 

286 

381 

3 '.-59 

11         13 

8         12 

U9        bO 

9 

11 

^^ 

1.2 

21         22 

b           13 

75 

77 

7          16 

106 

13H 

6  8       11^ 

328 

1*01* 

14U-U1* 

lb         lU 

7         12 

U9          U7 

7         10 

19 

2  3 

23 

2  8 

9         10 

56 

78 

13 

132 

]^u 

99       10' 

331 

36  3 

U5-i»9 

IS           9 

12         13 

1.3         37 

13 

11 

30 

26 

18 

12 

8            f 

h6 

6U 

8 

U 

109 

l?u 

8b        1  OU 

322 

308 

50-Sit 

9          "< 

10        U 

31.         23 

9 

b 

31 

30 

21 

b 

6            9 

1*7 

1*6 

U 

1* 

79 

8- 

6  0          7  3 

2  50 

21.1 

53-59 

•4             2 

9           9 

31         26 

8 

1  5 

20 

9 

7            5 

32 

t*l 

2           1* 

68 

65 

51.          51- 

183 

193 

60-61* 

1           2 

6           b 

12         21 

3 

8 

U 

6 

10 

C 

3           9 

21          31. 

8 

8 

1.1*          5  7 

3  9         1*9 

119 

15b 

b5-69 

b           6 

17         16 

3 

IS 

11 

15 

C 

5           2 

2  3 

35 

5 

9 

51 

S3 

^S          UQ 

195 

157 

70-71* 

3 

1            b 

9         18 

3           1 

6 

6 

u 

5 

I             2 

.'3 

16 

6 

3 

33 

38 

23         30 

89 

96 

75       • 

J 

5         5 

16         16 

3 

2 

7          12 

12 

8 

2           1 

21 

23 

1             1 

21          32 

17         26 

89 

99 

Total 

2U1       196 

22".      236 

lOUO    1013 
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GROWTH  OF  MARTIN  COUNTY  TOWNS  AND  TOWNSHIPS 

Williamston  Township  is  the  only  one  of  the  ten  townships  in  Martin  County  that  has 
had  a  continuous  increase  in  population  since  1910  (see  Graph  1-A,  Page  21),   The  other 
nine  townships  experienced  some  increase  in  population  up  until  1940  or  1950.   Between 
1950  and  1960,  all  these  nine  townships  experienced  a  loss  of  population.   Williamston 
township's  continued  growth  is  the  greatest  trend  toward  urbanization  within  Martin 
County.   This  fact  is  brought  out  in  Tables  6  and  6-A,  next  two  pages,  where  Williamston 
township  is  seen  to  have  had  a  13.67o  increase  and  whereas  Williamston  town  had  a  39.27o 
increase  between  1950  and  1960.   Of  the  ten  incorporated  towns  only  the  towns  of  William- 
ston and  Robersonville  have  had  any  appreciable  increase  in  population  since  1910  (see 
Graph  I,  Page  21).   Robersonville  which  had  a  population  of  616  in  1910  has  increased 
in  population  57.7%  to  its  I960  population  of  1,684.   Williamston,  however,  has  increas- 
ed from  a  population  of  1,574  in  1910  to  6,924  in  1960,  a  339.9%  increase.   Although 
this  is  not  an  extreme  case  of  urbanization,  the  fact  that  the  towns  of  Williamston 
and  Robersonville  are  gaining  in  population  and  the  townships  decreasing  in  population, 
does  indicate  the  typical  state-wide  trend  of  persons  moving  from  rural  to  urban  status. 
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TABLE   NOo    6 
POPULATION  OF  MARTIN  COUNTY    BY   MINOR   SUBDIVISION s 

1910    TO    I960   WITH   PROJECTIONS   FOR   1970   &   1980 
SHOWING   INCREASE    OR   DECREASE    IN   NUMBER  OF   PERSONS 
AND  CORRESPONDING    PERCENTAGES    -    PER   DECADE 
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TABLE   NO.    6 -A 

POPULATION  OF  MARTIN  COUNTY   BY   MINOR  CIVIL   SUBDIVISION; 

1910   TO   1960  WITH   PROJECTIONS    FOR   1970    &    1980 

SHOWING   INCREASE   OR   DECREASE    IN   NUMBER   OF   PERSONS 

AND  CORRESPONDING    PERCENTAGES    -    PER   DECADE 
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MOBILITY 

Martin  County's  population  was  very  stable  until  the  1960 "s.  Ninety-five  percent  of  the 
population  were  natives  of  the  State  with  only  7  persons  being  foreign  born.  Eleven  and 
two  tenths  percent  (11.27o)  in  1960  still  lived  in  the  house  they  were  born  in  as  compared 
to  a  state-wide  average  of  l,U7o.  Twenty  percent  (20,0%)  had  lived  in  their  present  house 
10  years  or  longer,  U2  17o  moved  between  1950  and  1959,  and  26,7%  changed  their  residence 
in  1959.  Approximately  50%  of  the  population  in  1960  were  living  in  the  same  house  they 
lived  in  in  1955. 

HOUSEHOLD  CHARACTERISTICS  -  1960 

The  average  household  in  Martin  County  had  4,17  persons  which  was  lower  than  the  State 
average  of  4.68.   The  average  nonwhite  household  (5.05)  is  larger  than  the  average  white 
household  which  has  3.56  persons.   The  size  of  the  household  by  townships  and  race  ranged 
from  3.30  persons  per  white  household  in  Robersonville  township  to  6.93  persons  per  non- 
white  household  in  Poplar  Point  township.   The  town  of  Williamston  had  an  overall  house- 
hold size  of  3.75,   The  average  size  of  Martin  County's  families  is  4.65  which  is  higher 
than  the  State  average  of  4,17.   Other  related  statistics  are  shown  in  Table  No.  8  on 
the  following  pages. 
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M.\RTIN  COUNTY 


T.V3LE   NO.    7 
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Other 

10 

1*.95 

3 

i*.09 

Pop.    per  household 

U.09 

l*.13 

U.80 

1*.20 

U.13 

5.19 

l*.08 

3.75 

NONWHITE    POPULATION 

U3  7 

1*60 

2053 

1*16 

11*37 

885 

1*23 

2713 

3U1 

U395 

13.560 

31*82 

Pop.    in  households 

hj,! 

i»60 

2053 

1*16 

11*27 

885 

1*23 

2710 

31*1 

U316 

13.1*68 

3U80 

Head   of   household 

7k 

85 

379 

77 

227 

195 

61 

53  7 

70 

960 

2.665 

811* 

Head   of   prim.    fam. 

72 

81 

3147 

75 

205 

1  75 

59 

1*65 

f.5 

827 

2.371 

687 

Primary   individual 

2 

U 

32 

2 

22 

?0 

2 

72 

5 

133 

2  91* 

127 

Wife    of    head 

fS7 

6U 

2  70 

67 

159 

1  31 

ST 

353 

5S 

581 

1.803 

1*66 

Child   under   18 

22U 

162 

928 

175 

62U 

385 

2U5 

1  'U3 

1  U' 

1  7U1 

5.768 

138? 

Other   relative 

69 

138 

1*29 

91* 

386 

165 

61* 

608 

7? 

932 

2.P57 

7?6 

Nonrelative 

3 

11 

1*7 

3 

31 

9 



69 



10? 

275 

QO 

Pop.    in   group  quarters 

-  . .  - 





10 



^  ,  .  - 

3 

_  .  -  - 

79 

92 

p 

Inmate   of    ins  tutiiti  nn 

78 

1 

l».50 

78 

lU 

5.05 

2 

Other 

10 
6.29 

3 
5.05 

Pop.    per   household 

5.91 

5.U1 

5.1*2 

5.1+0 

U.5U 

6.93 

U.87 

1*.28 

WHITE    POPULATION  1052  721       959       731  831    H*l*9  356    2163  1*71*   1*81+3  13.579  3l*U? 

Pop.    in   households  1052  721       959       731  831     lUl+Q  356    2163  l*7l*    U832  13.568  3U'*l 

Head    of   household  290  201       21*9      196  229      370  80      655  130    1U02  3.811  1031* 

Head    of    prim.    fam.  269  181*      226      ISU  201*      ^U2  «7       57]^  119    1285  3.1*71  033 

Primary    individual  21  17        23         12  25        28  2        8U  11      117  3'*n  101 

Wife    of    head  23U  '66       195      168  183       297  78       511+  108    1166  ''    100  s'l- 

Child    under    18  360  ?ao      3U0      217  288       519  127      679  169    1711*  U.653  119? 

Other    relative  165  113       16"      150  108       958  61       ''oq  f,'^      511  1     nqo  -(1^ 

Nonrelative  ''            1          15 -  ''''            5  1          '7  ">         30  'Of,  7S 

Pop.     in    group   quarters  ----  -.--     - _._. ]]  11  1 

Inmate  of   instutution  --.-    .- . —    _ ._     -._,        \]  11  \ 

Other  -       -    - - -     ,,,- L 

Pon.    per   household  3    63  3.59    3.85    3.73  3.63    3.9?  U  .  00    3.30  3.65    3.1*5  3  .  5^-  "^  .0'~t 
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MARTIN        COUNTY       POPULATION       PYRAMIDS 


PYRAMID      NO     I 


PYRAMID      NO.  2 


TOTAL      POPULATION 
1980      COMPARED       WITH       I960 


WHITE      POPULATION 
I9S0     COMPARED       WITH      I960 


AGE 
75     + 

70-74 

65-69 

60-64 

55-59 

50-54 

45-49 

40-44 

35  -39 

30-34 

25-29 

20-24 

15  -19 

10-14 

5  -9 

0  -4 
PERCENT 


■AGE     GROUPS     WHICH     DECREASED    IN     PERCENTAGE     OF     TOTAL 
luLATION      FROM      1950      TO      I960. 


lAGE      GROUPS    WHICH      INCREASED   IN     PERCENTAGE     OF 
lULATION    FROM      1950      TO      [5CT. 


TOTAL      POP- 


|AGE      GROUPS     WHICH     DECREASED     IN      PERCENTAGE     OF 
IwHlTE      POPULATION      FROM       1950      TO      I960. 


■  AGE       GROUPS     WHICH     INCREASED     IN      PERCENTAGE     OF 
IWHITE      POPULATION     FROM       1950      TO      I960 
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MARTIN       COUNTY        POPULATION       PYRAMIDS 


PYRAMID      NO.  3 

NONWHITE      POPULATION 
1980      COMPARED      WITH      I960 


PYRAMID       NO.  4 

WHITE       POPULATION      COMPARED 
WITH         TOTAL       POPULATION       I960 


AOE 

75    + 

70-74 

65-69 

60-64 

55-59 

50-54 

45-49 

40-44 

35-39 

30-34 

25-29 

20-24 

15-19 

10-14 

5-9 

0-4 

PERCENT 


^HIAGE      GROUPS      WHICH      DECREASED 
■■ULATION      FROM       1950      TO       I96A 

IN 

PERCENTAGE 

OF 

NONWHITE 

POP- 

BBAGE       GROUPS      WHICH      INCREASED 
^^luLATION      FROM        1950      TO       I96  0. 

IN 

PERCENTAGE 

OF 

NONWHITE 

POP— 

jAGE     GROUPS       IN       WHICH       PERCENTAGE      OF      WHITES         IS 
I  LOWER       THAN      COUNTY       AVERAGE. 


lAGE      GROUPS     IN       WHICH       PERCENTAGE       OF       WHITES       IS 
IhiGHER      than      COUNTY      AVERAGE. 
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MARTIN       COUNTY       POPULATION       PYRAMIDS 


PYRAMID       NO.  5 


NONWHITE  POPULATION       I960       COMPARED 

WITH  TOTAL        POPULATION  I960 


PYRAMID       NO    6 

TOTAL POPULATION 

I960       COMPARED       WITH      1965 


AGE    ' 

75    + 

TO-74 
65-69 
60-64 
55-59 
50-54 
45-49 
40-44 
35-39 
30-34 
25-29 
20-24 
15-1  9 
lO-l  4 
5-9 
0-4 

PERCENT 


3         4  5  6  ■ 


I^HAGE      GROUPS      IN     WHICH 
I^HCOUNTY       AVERAGE, 

PERCENTAGE 

OF 

NONWHITES 

IS 

LOWER     THAN 

^BAGE       GROUPS      IN     WHICH 
■■county       AVERAGE 

PERCENTAGE 

OF 

NONWHITES 

IS 

HIGHER    THAN 

■AGE       GROUPS      WHICH       DECREASED      IN      PERCENTAGE       OF 
ItOTAL      POPULATION       FROM      I960       TO      1965. 


lAGE       GROUPS        WHICH        NCREASED      IN      PERCENTAGE       OF 
ItOTAL     POPULATION       FROM      I960     TO      1965. 
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TABLE  NOo  8 
I960  MARTIN  COUNTY  EDUCATIONAL  DATA 


High  School; 

College:   1 
4 


TOTAL  POPULATION 

Years  of  School  Completed 

Persons  25  years  old  and  over 
No  School  Years  Completed 
Elementary;   1  to  4  years 
5  to  7  years 
8  years 
I      1  to  3  years 

4  years 
to  3  years 
years 

Median  School  Years  Completed 
NONWHITE  POPULATION 
Persons  25  years  old  and  over 
No  School  Years  Completed 
Elementary;   1  to  U  years 
5  to  7  years 
8  years 
:   1  to  3  years 

4  years 
to  3  years 
4  years 
Median  School  Years  Completed 
WHITE  POPULATION 
Persons  25  years  old  and  over 
No  School  Years  Completed 
Elementary:   1  to  4  years 
5  to  7  years 
8  years 
;   1  to  3  years 

k   years 
to  3  years 
years 


High  School 
Colleges   1 


High  School 
College;   1 


Median  School  Years  Completed 


CO 

PQ  H 

CO 

Q 
< 
O  CM 

Pi  H 

CO  W 

CO  fe 

O  13 

ei  o 

OH 

H 

CO 

u  cu 

X 

u  CO 
CO  2 
O  5 

O  O 
O  H 

CO  ^ 

2;  M 

M  X 
fe  CO 

Pi  O 
O  H 

2  PL, 
O  M 

H  X 
kJ  CO 
M  2 

|g 

u 

>  X 

CO  CO 

W  2 

|g 
■-1  H 

M 
O 

k:  X 

CM  5 

U 
^A 
<-^ 
M 

2  CM 

O  M 

CO  X 
Oi  CO 

U  2 

oS 

PiH 

CO  CM 

X   M 

M  M 
M  O 

5  H 

§ 

H  „ 

CO  P< 
S  M 

<  X 

M  CO 

^  2 

-J  5 

M  O 

3  H 

2  >H 

s  O 

2 

O 
H 
CO 

M 

hJ  2 

M  O 

3H 

708 

580 

1298 

579 

970 

1060 

351 

2222 

403 

4363 

12534 

3363 

21 

15 

72 

16 

57 

25 

14 

96 

26 

147 

489 

88 

131 

135 

426 

92 

288 

156 

93 

3  74 

78 

722 

2495 

524 

226 

169 

421 

176 

302 

344 

109 

578 

138 

1099 

3562 

755 

53 

55 

70 

57 

61 

86 

35 

178 

60 

438 

1093 

312 

126 

78 

120 

102 

118 

156 

36 

362 

37 

622 

1757 

490 

128 

90 

105 

117 

86 

194 

41 

322 

58 

740 

1881 

627 

16 

17 

39 

19 

21 

66 

19 

158 

6 

310 

671 

290 

7 

21 

45 

___ 

37 

33 

4 

154 

_  __ 

285 

586 

277 

7.7 

7.5 

6.1 

8.1 

6.4 

8.1 

6.9 

8.4 

7.1 

8.5 

7.8 

9.0 

139 

210 

864 

115 

553 

300 

91 

958 

157 

1839 

5226 

1461 

17 

k 

64 

16 

50 

13 

4 

82 

14 

119 

383 

84 

25 

60 

351 

49 

236 

61 

36 

295 

41 

488 

1642 

380 

59 

81 

322 

33 

179 

145 

30 

341 

70 

607 

1867 

469 

8 

18 

29 

4 

33 

24 

17 

66 

20 

188 

407 

145 

17 

_-_ 

47 

13 

33 

39 

4 

75 

4 

191 

423 

162 

13 

34 

26 

___ 

5 

4 

. 

61 

8 

89 

240 

72 



U 

13 

___ 



___ 

-.- 

, 

_  =  _ 

44 

61 

40 



9 

12 



17 

14 

___ 

38 

_  _  _ 

113 

203 

109 

e.k 

6.5 

5.2 

4.9 

4.8 

6.6 

5.6 

5.9 

6.0 

6.5 

6.0 

6,7 

569 

370 

434 

464 

417 

760 

260 

1264 

246 

2524 

7308 

1902 

k 

11 

8 

___ 

7 

12 

10 

14 

12 

28 

106 

4 

106 

75 

75 

43 

52 

95 

57 

79 

37 

234 

853 

144 

167 

88 

99 

143 

123 

199 

79 

237 

68 

492 

1695 

286 

45 

37 

41 

53 

28 

62 

18 

112 

40 

250 

686 

167 

109 

78 

73 

89 

85 

117 

32 

287 

33 

431 

1334 

328 

105 

56 

79 

117 

81 

190 

41 

261 

50 

651 

1641 

555 

16 

13 

26 

19 

21 

66 

19 

158 

6 

266 

610 

250 

7 

12 

33 

___ 

20 

19 

4 

116 

=^  -.  « 

172 

383 

168 

8.1 

8.3 

8.9 

8.9 

8.9 

9.3 

7.3 

11.0 

8.2 

10„8 

9.6 

12.0 
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1959   FAMILY    INCOME    -   MARTIN  COUNTY   BY   MINOR  CIVIL   DIVISIONS 


TOTAL 

c  --       -) 

CROSS  ROADS 
TOWNSHIP 

%  FAMILIES 

X          •- 

§1   .^ 

LO  C              ^ 

>-  3:       1- 

tlz       5 

1—3        u- 

—  a.        ^ 

II   " 

if  i 

ROBFRSONVIM 
TOWNS HI  P 

-J  3          li 

1.          a 

I   --                   -) 
<   I                   — 

2>-         = 

is 

WILLI  AM.STO 
TOWN 

FAMILIES 

All     FomDiics 

3U1    100.0 

2b9    100. C 

581    100.0 

21*2     .00,0 

1*01*    100.0 

UHt    100.0 

lb  7     100.0 

10  70    100.0 

1     '.     111(1    (< 

_'0o?    100.0 

5832    100.0 

lib'.:     irO.O 

Under   M.OOO 

55       If.  .1 

50      18.6 

l6fi      28,6 

2  7       11.2 

75       18    1 

lii     21.  9 

51       30.5 

26  7       2  5,0 

3n4            1..T 

17>       20.1 

.-1        1-'.    - 

SI  .000    to    t .999 

100      29.3 

93      31*. 6 

223       38.1* 

78       32    2 

li.9       ^^..9 

55      32-'! 

223       20. S 

3 .'       1  "  .  9 

-n^         (-1 

38t.       23.7 

221       n.. 

2,000    to    :.999 

bk       14. S 

UO     m.9 

93       16,0 

36       11*    9 

75     la.t 

59       12.1 

iJb       2  7.1: 

203       19.0 

in      ih.. 

-^Ib            -       1 

982       16.8 

2  51       15    6 

3,000    to    3.999 

50      11*.? 

21*         8.9 

33          5.7 

33       13. b 

35         8.6 

ib          7.I4 

1.         2,1* 

107       10.0 

21*       13.1. 

l_'l*        1  ■      5 

67,       n.5 

1   21*8       1  S.t* 

U.OGO    to    U.999 

30         8.8 

28       10. U 

U          1.9 

1.3       17.^ 

26         6.1* 

b3       13.0 

1.          2.1* 

81          7.6 

[Ql             ■<    U 

1.91.         8.5 

U.  8       \0.U 

5.000    to    5.999 

16         U.7 

8         3.0 

1*         0.7 

11*         5->* 

U         1.0 

1*9       IC.l 

1*:          1*.!. 

H        u    ■-, 

-•(.■1        '(     r, 

V.  ■         6.1 

162       \0.n 

6.000    to    6.999 

U          3.2 

y        3.0 

27         U.6 

U         l.t 

17         i*.2 

23         (4.7 

1*0         3.7 

11''           '  .  '* 

2i.'.         1*.? 

1 00         6.2 

7,000    to    7.999 

14           1,2 

3          1.1 

8          I  .1* 

1*         l.b 

9         2.2 

11*         2.9 

1*         2.1* 

19         1  .8 

11*            7,H 

...         a. 3 

17''         2.9 

80         5.0 

a. 000    to    8,_999 

7         2.0 

12         U.U 

3          1.3 

1*         1  .0 

U          3.3 

30         2.8 

50          ''     '1 

122         2.1 

50         3.1 

9.000    to    9.999 



U         0.7 

1*         1.0 

U         0,8 

11.          1.3 

lb           1  .  '■ 

62         1.1 

2  5         1.6 

10,000    to    1U.999 

U         1.2 

3         L.l 

12         2.0 

8         2.0 

7         1.1. 

3         1.8 

26         2,1* 

1*         2.2 

t.3          2.1 

110         1-9 

3Q         2.1- 

15,000    to    2t*.99? 

5       O.S 

51.          l.b 

34         6.7 

31*        i.) 

25.000    \    over       • 





3         0.7 

15         0.7 

23         0.1* 

11          0.7 

Totul    Family 
Income- 

9Ut,,500 

731.000 

I.25U.500 

688.000 

1,055.000 

1  .5i*0.500 

32] .000 

3 , 506 , 500 

1*85,500 

".l.l.     .500 

19.1  71*.  000 

7.076.000 

Median    Family 
Income' 

2.2U2 

I  .909 

1.558 

2    1*1*1. 

I  .866 

2,1.75 

1.600 

2.222 

3  .  K  < 

1       ■..!. 

2  ,  366 

3  .1.1*4 

Total    Person.il 
Income* 

9  7U,b2  5 

751*. 330 

1.291*.'*80 

709.96  5 

1  .088.b50 

I  .589,573 

331 .285 

3.618.155 

500,020 

^,q:>-._soo 

19,  781*,  583 

7,302  ,1*12 

Per    C.ipita* 

6  55 

639 

i*30 

619 

1*60, 

bHl 

U25 

7U2 

61t* 

966 

729 

1  .055 

rJOtJWHITF 

1 

All    Families 

63    100.0 

100    100.0 

386    100.0 

1*5    100.0 

2  26    100   0 

11*1*    100. 0 

U7    100.0 

U6  5    100.0 

72    100   n 

8  51      ICO.O 

2399    ICC.O 

7C5    100,0 

Under   SI. 000 

28      Uii,5 

27      27.0 

11*1       36.5 

16       35.5 

51*      23.9 

67      :*6.5 

25       53.2 

197      1*2.1* 

M      1*3.0 

2  28       26.8 

811*       33.9 

190      2  6.9 

1.000   to    1.999 

lU      22.2 

38      38.0 

175      1*5.1. 

21       U6 . 7 

105      1*6.1* 

31       21.5 

9      19.1 

11*2       30.5 

7       23. b 

2  31*      2  7.5 

786      32.8 

179      25.1. 

2,000    to    2,999 

13       20.6 

9         9.0 

1*2       10.9 

1*         8.9 

38       16.8 

5         3.5 

13       27.7 

93       20.0 

2       1  b  .  7 

189      22.2 

U18       17.1* 

169       21.. 0 

3.000    to    3.999 



18       18.0 

12         3.1 

16          7.1 

16       11.1 

13         2.8 

2       lb.  7 

99      n  .6 

186          7.7 

78       11. 1 

U.OOO    to   U.999 



u         b  .'1 

n      9.0 

16         3-1* 

35         1*  A 

68         2,8 

31         !*.(. 

5.000    to    5.999 

u      2.- 

1.         0.9 

?9         3    1* 

37         ..6 

21          3.0 

6.000    to    6.999 

8       U.  7 

8         2    1 

1.         1.8 

1*      2  - 

13         1.5 

37         1.6 

13         1.8 

7_^00    to    7,999 

'.         -    2 

U         2- 

9         0.1* 



W.OOO    to    6.999 

8         8.0 



12          1  .1* 

20         0.8 

12         1.7 

9,000    to    9,999 



k         1  ,'T 

u         1.8 

U         ft. 5 

li         6.5 

h         O.t 

10,000    '.    over 

--- 

U          1  .O 

... 

... 

8         l.M      U         0.5 

8         1.1 

Total    Fami ly 
Income-' 

119.500 

22U.OOO 

636.000 

■  ^.500 

i43  7.000 

M5,000 

'.8.500 

113.000 

1.957.500 

1*. 581, 500 

1  .6  70.500 

Mc'Jian    rami  ly 

1.286 

1.605 

1..'' 

•        '1 

1.562 

'  .161 

1  .  ?  5^1 

1.291* 

1.8U6 

I  ,1*90 

1  ,908 

Total    Personal 
Income* 

123,085 

230.720 

655. n-.. 

,  0       .^ 

■'50.110 

"•  '  i ,  5  50 

7011.005 

116.390 

2,016.225 

11.718.91*5 

1,733.62? 

Per  Capita* 

282 

502 

31 

313 

332 

;  1^2 

2  59 

31*1 

1*5^ 

31.8 

WHITE                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                    1 

All    Families 

278    100.0 

169    lOO.O 

195   100.0 

197    100.0 

178    100.0 

31*2    100. 0 

120    100. 0 

b05    100.0 

107     100.0 

12U2    100.0 

3I133    100. 0 

1  907   ion  0 

Under   SI .000 

27         9.7 

23       13.6 

25      12.8 

11          5.6 

19       10.7 

51*         5.8 

26       21.7 

70         1  .6 

21*      22  .U 

80         6.U 

359      10.5 

31          1,1* 

l.OOO    to    1 ,999 

8C      30.9 

55      32.5 

1*8       2U.6 

57       28.9 

hk      21*.  7 

63         H.t. 

1*6       38.3 

81          3    '4 

15      11*. 0 

103         8.3 

598       17.1* 

l*i»         li.l 

2.000    to    2.999 

51       18.3 

31       18.3 

51       26.2 

32       16.2 

37       20.8 

5U         S.8 

33       27.5 

110         S  .  2 

18       16.8 

11*7       11. g 

561*       16.1* 

82         ^'lo 

3.000    to   3:999 

50      18.0 

6         3.b 

21       10.8 

33       16.8 

19      10.7 

20         5.8 

U         3.3 

91.       15.5 

1:       11.2 

22  5       15.1 

1*31*      14.1 

170       18.7 

M.OOO   to   i*,999 

30      10.8 

28       16.6 

11          5.1. 

39      19.8 

26       IU.6 

50      lU.b 

a       3.3 

6  5       10.7 

12       11.2 

Ibl       13.0 

1.26       12,11 

127       15.1 

5.000    to    5.999 

16         5.8 

a         U.7 

i*         ^.l 

lu          7    1 

U         2.2 

1*5      13.2 

1*3          7.1 

a          7.5 

180       11*. 5 

322         9.1* 

141       15.5 

6.000    to    6.999 

3         l.l 

8         U.7 

]■>         ■■'.7 

1*         2.0 

13          7.3 

19        5.6 

1*0         6.6 

101          8.1 

207         6.0 

87         9.6 

7.000    to    7.999 

k         l.U 

3            l.H 

8         i*.l 

U         2.0 

1*         2.2 

10        2.9 

1*         3.3 

19         3.1 

lU       13.1 

■31          ^.3 

161         I1.7 

80         8.8 

8.000    to    8.999 

7         2.5 

1*         2.1* 

3         1.5 

1.         2.2 

16         k.7 



30         5.0 



38         3.1 

102         3.0 

38         k.2 

9.000    to    9,999 



U         1.2 

11*         2.3 

32         2.6 

50         1.5 

21          J.  3 

10,000    8.-    over 

k         l.U 

3            I  .H 

'^         U.l 

U    5 

7         2.0 

3        2.5 

26        i*.3 

1.     3.7 

35         2.8 

98         2.9 

31         3.1* 

Total    Family 
Income* 

825.000 

507   ono 

'  18.500 

b:ri    ^nr. 

.  i      oim 

1 .2  5'^.  son 

262.500 

2.  8? 3. 000 

37^.500 

6.690.00C 

11*.  592.  500 

'    5.U05.500 

Median   Family 
Income" 

2,  150 

2,226 

„. 

■■-..  ■ 

.-■  .  "99 

1  .  ■''*» 

1.1.1.7 

Ii  .I4IO 

3,401* 

1..92? 

Total     Personal 
Income* 

8  51,51*0 

523.610 

639. UOO 

61*0. (iUri 

•  -'■•    .1*0 

1.296,023 

271 .O^O 

2,91li    150 

353. ^'0 

6,90<   .2  75 

15,065,638 

5.578.810 

Per  Cpi  ti* 

1,1.'.- 
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AUFORT 

BERTIE 

EDGECOMBE 

HALIFAX 

PITT 

WASHINGTON 

77U 

558 

1,462 

1,512 

1,664 

"60 

365 

225 

488 

507 

570 

133 

_«_ 

213 

318 

719 

493 

103 

8,549 

b,m 

11,699 

12,613 

15,302 

2,979 

2,409 

2,117 

2,935 

2,797 

2,675 

3,495 

59.0 

63.6 

51ol 

52.6 

54.2 

44.7 

3.1 

3.1 

5.0 

4.6 

5,6 

4.5 

TABLE  NO.  9 
CONTIGUOUS  COUNTIES  COMPARED 


Live  Births,  1960  654 

Deaths,  1959  217 

Marriages,  1960  206 

Number  of  families,  1960   5,832 

Income  in  1959  of  Families ,  1960 
Median  Income  (I)     2,366 
Under  $3,000  (2)      60.7 
$10,000  and  over  (2)    2.9 

Aggregate  Income  in  1959  of  the  Population,  1960  (3) 

20      30      16      49        51     62      13 

Education,  1960 

Population,  25  years  old  and  over 

Median  school  years  completed  (4) 

7.8     8.1      7.7 
completed  less  than  5  years  of  school  (2) 

23.8     20.5     22.9 
Completed  high  school  or  more  (2) 

25.0     25.8     21.8 

School  Enrollment,  person  5  to  34  years  old 
Kindergarten  and  elementary  school 

6,104    7,362    5,277   11,203     12,736  14,258    2,884 
High  School  1,811    2,431    1,358   3,056     3,155   3,915     908 

College  91      55      25     138       109   3,091      12 

Migration,  1960 

Migrants  from  different  counties  (Persons  5  years  old  and  over)  (2) 

9.2      8.0      6.8     14.5       10.4    15.2      7.4 
Net  gain  or  loss  (-)  through  civilian  migration,  1950-1960 

-6,712   -7,139   -7,303  -8,606     -11,820  -8,571   -2,414 


7.8 

7.4 

8.3 

8.2 

26.6 

28.7 

23.3 

20.0 

26.5 

22.2 

29.2 

24.0 

(1)  Dollars   (2)  Percent   (3)  Million  Dollars   (4)  Years 
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TABLE   NO.    10 
MARTIN  COUNTY    STATISTICS   COMPARED  WITH  CONTIGUOUS  COUNTIES 


MARTIN  BEAUFORT   BERTIE   EDGECOMBE   HALIFAX 


PITT  WASHINGTON 


STATE 


LAND  AREA* 

481 

831 

693 

511 

722 

656 

336 

U,  S   RANK  (SIZE) 

1,104 

857 

1,213 

556 

512 

429 

1,944 

TOTAL  POPULATION 

27,139 

36,016 

24,350 

54,226 

58,956 

69,942 

13,488  4, 

,556,155 

POPULATION 

PER  SQUARE  MILE 

56 

43 

35 

106 

82 

107 

40 

92,9 

INCREASE  OR  DECREASE 

1950  to  1960 

-2,9 

-^3.0 

=  7.9 

+  5.0 

+  1.0 

+9.6 

+2.3 

+12,2 

NONWHITE^* 

k9.k 

36.9 

59,4 

51.9 

55,1 

43.6 

45,1 

25  4 

WHITE** 

50,6 

63.1 

40.6 

48,1 

44.9 

56,4 

54,9 

74,6 

AGE  GROUPS** 

UNDER  5  YEARS* 

12,5 

11.3 

12.9 

13.0 

12,6 

12,0 

13.2 

11.6 

21  YEARS  &  OVER** 

50,6 

55o3 

51.0 

51.0 

51.3 

51.8 

52.0 

56,1 

65  YEARS  &  OVER** 

6,1 

8,5 

8.0 

6.3 

6.6 

5,9 

6,7 

6,7 

MEDIAN  AGE*** 

21.5 

26,2 

22,0 

22.3 

22,3 

22,5 

22.8 

25,5 

^SQUARE  MILES    ** PERCENT 


^YEARS 
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t;.3ls  mo.  11 
POPUK\TiON  incr.E.\SE  Fr.oM  1900  Tur.u  19C0  for 


IL'illTlN  COUNTY    -   COtJTISUOUS  COUOTIES   AND   STATE 


1910 


1920        Chanse 


1930        Chr.nse 


igiiO        Chancre 


1950       Change 


%  Change 
BetT-ieen 
1960  Change   1910-1960 


MARTIN 
%  Change 

17 

,797 

20 

,32  J 

3,031 
17.0 

23 

,400 

2  ,  572 
12.3 

26 

,111 

2,711 
11.6 

27 

,933 

1 

,32  7 
7.0 

27 

,13C) 

-  799 

-  2.9 

9,342 
52.5 

BEAUFORT 
To  Change 

30 

,377 

31, 

,024 

147 

.5 

35 

,026 

4,002 
12.9 

36 

,43] 

1,405 
4.0 

37 

,134 

703 
1.9 

36 

,014 

-1,120 
-      3.0 

5,137 
16.6 

BERTIE 
%  Change 

23 

,039 

23 

,993 

954 
4.1 

25, 

,344 

1,351 
7.7 

26 

.261 

357 
1.4 

26, 

.439 

233 
.9 

24 

,350 

-2,039 
-       7.9 

1,311 
5.7 

EDGECOMBE 
%  Change 

32 

,010 

37, 

,993 

5,935 
13.7 

47, 

,394 

9,599 
2C  .0 

49 

.162 

1,261 
2.6 

51 

,6  34 

2 

,472 
5.0 

54 

,226 

2,592 
5.0 

22,216 
69.4 

HALIFAX 
%  Change ' 

37 

.t:it6 

43, 

,766 

6,120 
iC.3 

53, 

,246 

9,4JC 
21.7 

56 

,512 

3,26  6 
6.1 

53 

,377 

1 

,36  5 
3.3 

55 

,956 

579 
.1 

21,310 
56.6 

PITT 

%  Change 

36 

,340 

4  3, 

,569 

9,292 
25.6 

j4  , 

,i:ii 

J,  =9  7 
20.0 

61 

,  244 

6,7i3 
12.5 

C3 

.739 

2 

,545 
4.2 

69 

,942 

6,153 
9.6 

33,602 
92.5 

WASHINGTON 
7o  Change 

11 

,0C2 

11 

,429 

367 
.3 

11 

,6  03 

174 

^  0 

12 

,322 

720 
.6 

13 

,130 

357 
7.0 

13 

,4SS 

30S 
.2 

2,426 
21.9 

STATE  2,206,237    2,559,123    352,336    2,17f:,"7(    611,153    3 

%  Change  16 .0  23.9 


,371,623    401,347   4,061,929   490,306    4,556,155   494,226    2,349,368 
12.7  13.7  12.2  106.5 
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GRAPH        NO.        2 

COMPARISON   OF    MARTIN  COUNTY    -    STATE    -    CONTIGUOUS   COUNTIES 
GROWTH    SHOWN    BY    PERCENT   CHANGE    PER    DECENNIAL 


1910 


1920 


1930 
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ANALYSIS  AND  DISCUSSION  OF  DATA 


This  analysis  will  attempt  to  determine  three  basic  facts  concerning  the  movement  of 
people  in  Martin  County. 

1  II  III 

Who  is  moving?  Why  are  they  moving?  Where  are  they  going? 


VmO   IS   MOVING? 

This  question  cannot  be  answered  in  precise  terms  because  of  the  lack  of  detailed  in- 
formation.  We  can  however  study  certain  census  data  and  learn  something  about  the  age, 
sex,  racial  distinction  and  economic  status.   From  careful  analysis  of  the  included 
population  charts  the  following  conclusions  can  be  made  with  confidence. 

From  1950  to  I960  the  county  had  a  net  migration  loss  of  6,470  persons  or  19.37o  of 
the  1950  population.   However,  due  to  a  decreased  infant  mortality  rate  and  an  increased 
life  expectancy  the  loss  did  not  result  in  the  size  decrease  which  the  percentage  implies 
In  actual  fact,  Martin  County  had  a  loss  of  799  persons  or  2.9%  of  the  1950  population. 
The  report  shows  that  this  loss  occurred  mainly  among  persons  20=^+0  years  of  age,  both 
white  and  nonwhite,  male  and  female,  and  that  nonwhites  have  left  the  area  in  greater 
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numbers  than  whites.   Obvioasly  the  less  of  these  reproductive  age  persons  reduces  the 
poten.raal  birth  rate  in  llartin  County.   This  effect  has  already  become  evident  since 
Martin  County  had  fewer  O^k   year  age  persons  in  1960  than  in  1950,   These  two  age  groups, 
20-UO  and  0=4,  represent  the  age  groups  that  practically  all  of  Martin  County's  population 
loss  had  occurred  in.   These  losses  are  exemplified  by  sex,  age  group,  and  race  in  popul- 
ation pyramids  1,  2,  3,  Pages  2k   and  25. 

During  the  1950-1960  period  the  population  of  all  towns  in  Martin  County  increased 
1,58U  C17.6%)  while  the  total  township  population  decreased  2,380  (12,57o).   These 
figures  are  in  general  agreement  with  national  trends  which  indicate  a  general  move- 
ment of  rural  people  into  urban  areas .   Obviously  certain  people  in  the  20-40  age  group 
are  moving  from  rural  areas  within  Martin  County  to  the  towns  of  Martin  County.   Others 
are  leaving  the  county  area  in  favor  of  more  densely  populated  regions  of  the  state.  In 
looking  at  the  state  census  data  this  becomes  quite  evident  since  the  urban  regions  are 
gaining  in  population  at  the  expense  of  the  rural  areas  such  as  Martin  County.   The 
reasons  for  such  movement  are  complex  and  numerous  and  we  can  only  suggest  some  possibil- 
ities . 


WHY  AND  VJHERE  ARE  THESE  PEOPLE  GOING? 

Some  of  the  reasons  for  this  rural  to  urban  migration  are  obvious =   As  our  standard 

-34- 


of  living  increases  we  gam  mobility.   In  addition,  we  are  exposed  to  mass  media  which 
pictures  the  "good  life"  complete  with  color  TV  and  two  car  garage.   One  can  hardly 
expect  rural  people  who  have  been  without  these  luxuries  for  most  or  all  of  their  lives 
to  Ignore  such  personal  pleasures.   In  short,   there  is  general  discontent  among  people 
who  are  doing  without  in  a  time  of  plenty.   Contributing  to  this  factor  is  the  decrease 
in  job  opportunities  in  rural  areas  along  with  increases  in  similiar  opportunities  to 
be  found  in  the  cities.   This  situation  is  being  intensified  by  increasing  mechanization 
in  farming  techniques. 

Farm  mechanization  and  Martin  County's  population  losses  have  a  definite  relationship. 
The  county's  population  trend  was  on  the  increase  until  about  15  years  ago.   It  was  at 
that  point  that  a  significant  trend  began  in  farm  mechanization^   Since  that  time, 
machines  have  replaced  manual  labor  at  an  ever  increasing  rate.   A  compound  effect  has 
been  that  not  only  have  laborers  lost  their  jobs,  small  farmers  have  actually  been 
forced  to  seek  alternatives.   Consequently,  small  farms  are  being  consolidated  by  the 
larger,  better  financed,  and  more  efficiently  organized  farms.   This  condition  has 
resulted  in  two  kinds  of  displacement. 

(1)  Large  numbers  of  agricultural  workers  have  been  forced  to  leave  the  rural  areas 
in  search  of  more  permanent  employment. 

(2)  Small  farmers  have  been  forced  to  sell  out  to  the  larger  farmers. 

The  1964  U,  S„  Census  of  Agriculture  shows  that  the  number  of  full  farm  owners  in  Martin 
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County  dropped  from  700  to  589,  a  loss  of  23%,  between  L959  and  196U   Wtien  th]s  figure 
is  projected  to  a  ten  year  period  the  percentage  of  loss  becomes  a  critical  46  .,0%  or 
almost  half  of  the  farms  shown  on  the  1959  census.   The  greatest  change,  however,  occur= 
red  in  the  loss  of  tenant  farmers.   During  this  same  period,  the  number  of  tenants  drop- 
ped from  1273  to  303,  a  loss  of  SGcOaj,   Again,  a  ten  year  projection  indicates  that  should 
the  current  rate  continue,  by  1969,  only  28  out  of  every  100  people  who  were  working  as 
farm  laborers  in  1959  will  remain  on  the  farms.   This  decrease  in  the  number  of  farm 
workers  simply  reinforces  what  is  known  about  farm  mechanization. 

Agricultural  authorities  estimate  that  in  the  growing  of  peanuts,  the  new  ground  break- 
ing methods,  diggers,  sprayers,  drying  trailers,  combines,  etc,  have  had  a  phenomenal 
effect  on  the  actual  number  of  workers  required  to  produce  this  crop    These  inovations 
have  made  it  possible  for  one  man  to  do  the  work  which  required  ten  men  only  twenty 
years  ago.   Current  studies  show  that  one  tractor  can  presently  do  the  work  of  approx- 
imately 20  men  and  20  mules.   New  technology  in  weed  control  has  reduced  the  number  of 
man-hours  required  to  control  weeds  and  suckers.   In  the  past,  school  children  could 
find  employment  hoeing  various  crops.   This  practice  has  all  but  disappeared.   Continued 
research  and  government  control  programs  have  resulted  in  increased  production  with 
tremendous  decrease  in  the  number  of  man-hours  required  to  attain  this  production. 
Examples  of  our  abundance  and  improved  production  techniques  can  be  seen  anywhere  there 
is  idle  land  in  the  soil  baik  program,  meaning  a  farmer  is  subsidized  for  not  cultivat- 
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ing  portions  of  his  Land,   Reduced  allotments  have  also  reduced  the  actual  number  of 
acres  in  cultivation,  thus  reducing  the  man-hours  required  to  operate  any  given  farm. 
Specialized  custom  service  operators  have  also  provided  certain  services  to  the  farmer 
which  were  traditionally  provided  by  his  own  men.   Examples  of  this  operator  service 
include  aquisition  and  distribution  of  fertilizer,  spraying  crops,  feed  grinding,  and 
others.   Such  custom  service  requires  less  man-power  because  of  its  increased  efficiency. 
This  mechanization  is  expected  to  continue  and  it  is  going  to  be  felt  in  Martin  County, 
This  is  especially  true  in  the  harvesting  of  tobacco,  which  has  been  the  slowest  crop 
to  enjoy  mechanization.   However,  at  least  two  leaf  breakers  have  been  developed  and  it 
is  only  a  matter  of  time  until  their  use  will  be  seen  in  Martin  County.   VThile  few  farms 
depend  entirely  on  tobacco  for  support,  many  farmers  and  non-farmers  depend  on  this  crop 
to  supplement  their  incomes  since  labor  requirements  are  in  high  demand  for  a  short  per- 
iod of  time  resulting  in  better  than  average  wages  for  that  short  period  of  time.   This 
predicted  mechanization  will  result  in  eventual  decreased  employment  in  Martin  County. 
No  doubt  other  reasons  influence  the  decision  to  leave  the  farm.   During  an  average 
year  a  farm  worker  can  expect  about  35  days  of  activity,  resulting  in  a  very  low  relat- 
ive wage.   Better  paying  and  more  regular  jobs  obviously  hold  some  advantage  for  the 
person  facing  this  decision. 

^/hile  the  farm  migration  seems  to  account  for  the  greatest  population  losses,  there 
are  many  other  factors  which  clearly  contribute.   As  the  median  education  level  rises 
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so  does  the  median  ability  cf  persons  seeking  employment.   Since  Martin  County  has  been 
largely  bypassed  by  industry,  there  are  relatively  few  jobs  which  appeal  to  the  more 
able  and  edu' ated  individual.   Only  a  brief  glance  at  the  state  population  figures  is 
needed  to  see  that  these  people  are  moving  closer  to  great  urban  regions  similar  to  the 
ones  which  are  developing  along  the  Piedmont  crescent „   Employment  opportunities  are 
not  the  only  factor  of  this  regional  migration.   The  young  couple  planning  their  future 
consider  the  fact  that,  in  general,  educational  facilities  are  superior,  recreational 
possibilities  are  more  numerous  and  the  variety  of  social  life  is  more  interesting  in 
near  the  big  city. 
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TRENDS  AND  PROJECTIONS* 
THEIR  EFFECT  ON  M\RTIN  COUNTY 

The  rrend  toward  a  declining  population,  which  became  clear  during  the  early  1950 's, 
is  not  nor  will  it  become  conducive  to  healthy  and  stable  economic  growth.   The  loss 
of  competent  workers  and  professional  people  is  detrimental  to  area  growth  and  devel- 
opment.  These  people,  had  they  remained  in  Martin  County,  would  now  be  contributing 
to  the  general  economy  in  many  ways.   They  require  food,  clothing,  automobiles,  furn- 
iture j  homes  and  countless  other  consumer  products.   They  pay  taxes,  contribute  time 
to  civic  organizations,  help  support  the  community  churches  and  offer  support  to  the 
general  goals  of  the  area  and  the  communities  in  which  they  live.   The  full  impact  of 
their  loss  becomes  even  more  apparent  when  we  look  at  the  population  pyramids  and  see 
that  while  the  number  of  persons  in  the  reproductive  age  group  (20-40)  has  declined, 
there  has  been  a  corresponding  increase  in  the  number  of  persons  in  the  older  age 
groups.   This  includes  retired  people  who  have  a  reduced  income  and  therefore  reduced 
spending.   Should  the  current  trend  continue,  tax  revenue  will  fall,  local  business 


*   The  estimates  of  future  population  presented  here  are  not  predictions.   Rather, 
they  are  forecasts  of  the  approximate  magnitude  of  the  population  if  trends  evidenced 
during  the  1950 's  continue.   Projections  in  this  report  were  made  by  Professor  Horace 
Hamilton,  of  the  North  Carolina  State  University  and  Josef  H.  Perry  of  the  Division 
of  Community  Planning. 
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will  suffer,  and  the  county  will  have  to  work  harder  simply  to  remain  on  an  even  keel. 
In  concrete  terms,  this  means  that  taxes  will  have  to  be  increased  even  if  education 
and  services  remain  at  their  present  level.   It  is  possible  that  as  the  population  de- 
creases, the  costs  of  services  could  be  reduced  but  this  seems  unlikely  since  daily 
improvements  are  being  demanded  by  dissatisfied  users.   How  often  do  we  hear  the  call 
for  new  educational  facilities,  better  sewage  treatment,  more  serviceable  roads,  and 
improved  recreational  facilities.   These  pressures  for  services  will  be  continued  upon 
the  county  government  and  also  on  the  local  municipalities.  The  cork  has  popped  and 
there  is  no  easy  way  to  replace  it  without  providing  the  kinds  of  services  which  people 
now  know  are  available.   This  decrease  in  the  number  of  persons  age  20-40,  while  caus- 
ing an  increase  in  the  number  of  persons  40  and  older,  has  caused  a  decrease  in  the 
number  of  children  age  0-4.   Between  1950  and  1950,  the  U.  S.  Census  reports  show  a 
decrease  of  633  children  in  the  0-4  age  group.   Local  school  officials  are  in  general 
agreement  with  this  estimate  although  the  actual  decrease  in  the  number  of  children  in 
school  is  not  as  great  as  the  above  figure  would  indicate,  mainly  due  to  the  fact  that 
more  children  are  attending  school  for  longer  periods.   School  officials  estimate  that 
by  1970  Martin  County  will   have  343  children  less  than  the  present  enrollment.   This 
figure  was  arrived  at  under  the  assumption  that  more  students  would  be  completing  high 
school  by  1970.   Should  the  retention  rate  remain  at  its  present  level  the  loss  would 
be  even  more  critical.   The  full  implication  of  these  facts  is  that  the  decrease  in 
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the  number  of  children  born  in  Martin  County  due  to  the  out  migration  will  not  be  felt 
for  perhaps  10  to  12  years. 

IIOU  DOES  THIS  EFFECT  THE  PRESEITT  EDUCATION.\L  FACILITIES? 

A  recent  survey  by  the  North  Carolina  Department  of  Public  Instruction,  Division  of 
School  Planning,  indicates  an  extensive  school  renovation  and  building  program  is  over- 
due in  Martin  County,   Such  a  program  will  require  large  sums  of  money  and  Martin  County 
will  be  asked  to  meet  an  increasing  demand  with  a  decreasing  population  and  resulting 
decreasing  revenues.   Obviously,  without  state  and  federal  aid  little  hope  exists  for 
an  immediate  solution.   Fortunately,  such  aid  is  available  in  the  form  of  subsidies, 
loans,  grants,  etc.   With  a  decrease  in  the  number  of  school  age  children,  the  county 
will  lose  a  significant  portion  of  the  state  funds  which  are  allocated  on  a  basis  of 
enrollment . 

The  point,  however,  is  that  if  Martin  County  is  to  become  a  self-supporting,  vital 
and  dynamic  force  in  the  eastern  region  its  potential  and  its  weaknesses  will  have 
to  be  recognized  and  dealt  with  directly. 

The  implications  of  an  older  population  with  an  increased  number  of  persons  aged  60 
and  older  could  mean  that  some  thought  needs  to  be  given  to  special  medical  facilities. 
Retirement  homes  are  going  to  be  in  demand.   With  an  increasing  demand,  government 
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funds  might  be  called  for  in  the  form  of  long  term,  low  interest  loans.   Consideration 
should  be  given  to  the  development  of  special  recreational  facilities  for  older  people. 
Again,  a  decision  must  be  made  about  the  kind  of  goals  Martin  County  should  have  before 
any  constructive  action  is  possible.   These  goals  will  be  dealt  with  in  the  subsequent 
report  on  Martin  County's  economy.   The  present  trend  is  clear.   The  population  gains 
are  occurring  only  above  about  40  years  of  age.   The  county  is  losing  a  portion  of  its 
work  force  and  fewer  children  are  being  born.   The  trend  is  projected  to  continue  if 
complacency  reigns . 

IS  EDUCATION  r.ELVTED  TO  THIS  P^ODLEM? 

Quite  clearly,  the  answer  is  yes.   \7hat  is  not  known  is  precisely  how  the  two  relate. 

Farm  work,  while  requiring  generally  intelligent  and  capable  labor  does  not  demand  a 
high  degree  of  formal  education.   On-the-job  training  usually  filled  the  need  for  spec- 
ial instruction  and  the  process  was  a  built-in  one.   Once  this  type  of  job  began  to 
disappear  in  Martin  County  the  alternatives  became  few.   The  jobs  that  are  calling  for 
increased  personnel  require  a  much  higher  level  of  training  and  education  than  those 
found  on  the  farm.   Previously  m.entioned  special  services  to  farmers  is  one  example. 
Expanding  business  and  services  in  the  towns  of  Martin  County  make  a  yearly  increased 
demand  for  personnel  whose  training  and  education  exceeds  the  county  median.   The  very 
minimum  formal  education  has  become  a  high  school  diploma.   The  median  educational 
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Level  for  persons  25  and  over  residing  in  Martin  County  was  7,8  years  in  1960.   While 
this  is  only  1.1  years  lower  than  the  state  median  of  8,9,  the  median  for  nonwhites  was 
2,9  years  below  the  state  median  at  6.0  years,  and  3  years  below  the  state  median  for 
whites,  which  was  9.6  years.   According  to  the  1960  census,  four  percent  of  all  persons 
25  and  older  had  no  formal  education  and  seventy- five  percent  had  not  completed  high 
school.   Thirty-six  percent  of  the  whites  completed  high  school,  as  compared  with  only 
9.6  percent  of  the  nonwhites.   Obviously  this  does  not  constitute  a  complete  high  school 
educationo   The  individual  with  a  minimum  education  finds  that  he  can  do  better  in  the 
large  cities  where  semi-skilled  labor  is  in  demand  and  adequate  training  programs  are  in 
effect , 

Educational  levels  are  increasing,  however.   Approximately  eighty  percent  of  those 
students  in  the  7th  grade  in  1960-1961  graduated  from  high  school.   Twenty-two  percent 
started  a  four  year  college  and  an  additional  twenty  percent  continued  their  education 
in  junior  college,  vocational  training  schools  or  other  educational  facilities.   The 
present  generation  does  not  seem  in  danger  at  the  present  time  for  the  same  reason 
that  it  did  not  seem  critical  twenty  years  ago.   The  accepted  high  school  minimum  of 
today  will  be  considered  substandard  in  ten  short  years.   If  we  are  to  provide  the  kind 
of  personnel  which  will  clearly  be  required  to  plan  and  operate  sophisticated  and  com- 
plex world  that  is  now  dawning,  we  must  recognize  the  specific  needs  and  make  specific 
efforts  to  fill  them, 
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When  a  person  fails  to  continue  his  education  to  at  least  the  high  school  level,  he 
seriously  impairs  his  ability  to  earn  an  adequate  income.   National  earning  averages 
for  males  aged  25-65  showed  the  following  results  m  1961:  a  person  with  only  eight 
years  of  formal  education  earned  an  annual  average  of  $4,750;  a  person  with  a  high 
school  diploma  earned  $6,102;  a  person  with  four  or  more  years  of  college  earned  $9,530, 
Clearly,  education  relates  directly  to  income. 

Substandard  educational  levels  and  resulting  substandard  income  creates  a  condition 
which  perpetuates  itself^   The  individual  who  is  unable  to  obtain  an  adequate  educat- 
ion is  unable  to  earn  sufficient  income  to  support  a  society  which  attempts  to  provide 
high  quality  education  for  its  members.   The  solution  in  the  past  has  been  to  rely  on 
the  state  for  subsidy.   Prosperity  being  generated  in  urban  are^s  is  being  redistri- 
buted to  less  prosperous  rural  areas,   \Jliile  this  presently  seems  a  good  and  perhaps 
the  only  solution  to  keeping  educational  levels  at  the  required  minimum  levels  no 
citizen  wants  to  think  that  his  county  is  continously  depending  on  the  state  govern- 
ment.  Martin  County's  median  income  per  family  in  1959  was  $2,366  compared  with  the 
state  median  of  $3,95C.   On  a  national  comparison,  it  is  interesting  to  note  that  the 
minimum  adequate  family  income  established  by  the  President's  Council  of  Economic 
Advisors  is  $3,000  per  family  annually.   Martin  County's  median  family  income  is  app- 
roximately 22%  below  this  level.   The  Office  of  Economic  Opportunity  has  classified 
Martin  County  for  100%  loans  based  on  a  $729  per  capita  yearly  income.   A  more  detailed 


analysis  of  Martin  County's  income  in  1959  reveals  a  tremeridcus  differential  between 
the  income  of  whites  and  nonwhites .   Family  median  income  for  whites  was  $3,404.   The 
median  for  nonwhite  families  was  $1,490,  less  than  half  that  of  whites.   Eighty-four 
percent  of  Martin  County's  nonwhites  and  417o  of  the  whites  are  so  called  "living  in 
poverty"  since  their  income  is  less  than  $3,000,   Again,  these  income  differentials 
follow  an  almost  constant  parallel  to  the  level  of  education  attained.   By  examining 
Table  S-B,  Page  2S  on  income  and  Table  8,  page  27  on  education,  it  becomes  evident 
that  the  townships  with  the  lowest  level  of  education  has  a  proportionate  low  level 
of  income o   Clearly  the  nonwhites  are  suffering  to  a  higher  degree  in  both  categories. 
This  points  up  a  need  for  stressing  education  in  both  races  and  for  making  school  age 
children  aware  of  what  the  consequences  of  not  finishing  high  school  are. 
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1965  SPECIAL  CENSUS  OF  M/\RT1N  COUOTY 

On  November  26;  1965,  the  U.  S.  Bureau  of  Census  made  a  special  census  in  Martin  County c 
This  census  showed  Martin  County's  population  had  dropped  1,523  '.minus  5.67o)  persons 
since  1960.   Goose  llest  township  experienced  the  greatest  loss  of  any  town  or  township. 
Their  loss  was  584  people,  or  minus  19.4%.   In  1960,  Goose  Nest  township  consisted  of 
2,053  nonwhites  (68.27o)  and  959  whites  (31.87o.),   See  Pyramids  7  and  S,  Page  49,  and 
Table  12  2z   13,    next  two  pages. 

The  1965  census  figures  were  not  available  when  this  study  commenced.   However,  upon 
briefly  comparing  the  1965  census  with  the  1970  projections  of  population,  it  is  quite 
apparent  that  the  projected  trend  toward  loss  of  population  in  Martin  County,  must  have 
been  a  little  conservative,   './liile  the  1970  projections  show  a  minus  6.4%  loss  of  popu- 
lation,  the  1965  census  indicates  a  5,6%  loss.   If  this  trend  continues j  the  loss  by  1970 
could  logically  be  11.27o  loss.   Also,  the  1965  census  indicates  consistency  with  a  nation- 
al trend  toward  urbanization  and  rural  nonfarm  population  increase.   An  example  of  this 
is  seen  in  Tables  12  and  13,  next  two  pages,  where  four  towns  had  an  increase  in  population 
and  nine  townships  had  a  decrease  --  trend  toward  urbanization.   However,  it  is  interesting 
to  note  that  the  only  town  classified  as  urban,  l.'illiamston,  had  a  slight  loss  of  populat- 
ion, while  Williamston  Township  had  the  only  increase  of  any  of  the  townships  in  Martin 
County.   These  percentages,  along  with  personal  knowledge  and  observations  of  the  area, 
signifies  a  current  trend  toward  rural  nonfarm  population  increase  in  VJilliamston  township. 
See  the  following  pages  for  the  1965  population  breakdown. 

-46-= 


TABLE  NO,  12 

196 5  SPECIAL  CENSUS 

BY  AGE  GROUP    SEX  -  RACE 


TOTAL                                                              WHITE                                                          NONWHITE 
POPULATION                                                  P0PLILAT10N                                                POPULATION 
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TABLE  NO.  L3 
RESULTS  OF  CENSUS  OF  NOVEMBER  26,  1965 


L960 

1965 

# 
CHANGE 

% 
CHANGE 

TOWNS 

TOWNSHIPS 

Bear  Grass 

103 

125 

+  22 

+  21,4 

Bear  Grass 

Everetts 

225 

220 

-   5 

-  2.2 

Cross  Roads 

Oak  City 

574 

567 

-   7 

-  1.2 

Goose  Nest 

Hamilton 

565 

598 

+  33 

+  5.8 

Griffins 

Jamesville 

538 

485 

-  53 

=  9,9 

Hamilton 

Gold  Point 

98 

113 

+  15 

-15.3 

Jamesville 

Parmele 

323 

307 

-  16 

=  5,0 

Poplar  Point 

Robersonville 

1 

,684 

1 

,810 

+  126 

+  7.5 

Robersonvill 

Williamston 

6 

,924 

6 

,886 

-  38 

-   .5 

Williams 

#    % 

1960    1965  CHANGE  CHANGE 


1,489  1,406  -  83 
1,181  1,026  -  155 
3,012   2,428   -  584 


1,147  1,085 

2,268  2,168 

2,334  2,185 

779  676 

4,876  4,520 

815  778 

Williamston    9,238  9,339   +  101 

Martin  County  27,139  25,611  -1,528 


62 
100 
149 
103 
356 

37 


-  5.6 
=  13,1 
-19.4 

-  5.4 

-  4.4 

-  6.4 
-13.2 

-  7.3 

-  4,5 
+  1.1 

-  5,6 
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MARTIN        COUNTY        POPULATION        PYRAMIDS 


PYRAMID       NO.  7 


NONWHITE        POPULATION 
I960      COMPARED      WITH      1965 


PYRAMID       NO.  8 

WHITE POPULATION 

I960      COMPARED       WITH      1965 


AGE 
75  + 
70-7  4 
65-69 
60-64 
55-59 
50-54 
45-49 
40-44 
35-39 
30-34 
25-29 
20-24 
15-19 
10-14 
5  -9 
0-4 

PERCENT 


■  AGE      GROUPS      WHICH     DECREASED       IN        PERCENTAGE       OF       NONWHITE 
IpOPULATION      from     I960     TO      1965. 


]AGE        GROUPS      WHICH         N  C  R  e  A  S  E  J     IN 
IpOPULATION       FROM     I960      TO      1966. 


PERCENTAGE       OF      NONWHITE 


■  AGE      GROUPS       WHICH      DECREASED       IN      PER  - 
ICENTAGE     Of      WHITE      POP      FROM       I960      TO      1965 


■  AGE       GROUPS      WHICH        INCREASEC       |N      PER 
ICENTAGE     OF    WHITE      POP     FROM      I960      TO      1965 
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SUMMARY 

Martin  County  began  losing  population  in  the  early  1950 's  and  the  losses  are  still 
taking  place.   The  precise  rate  of  change  can  be  seen  m  the  population  pyramids. 
These  losses  occurred  mainly  in  the  20-40  age  groups  for  men  and  women  of  both  races . 

Farm  mechanization  has  eliminated  the  need  for  large  numbers  of  agricultural  laborers 
while  increased  specialization  has  demanded  better  trained  skilled  workers.   The  result 
has  been  obvious.   High  percentages  of  unskilled  laborers  have  migrated  to  the  city 
where  the  promise  of  a  better  and  more  regular  job  is  seen.   Decreased  infant  mortality 
rates  and  increased  life  expectancies  have  obscured  the  magnitude  of  the  real  loss » 

The  inability  of  counties  to  cope  with  this  situation  has  led  to  a  self  defeating  syn- 
drome.  Presumably  certain  industries  could  alleviate  part  of  the  problem  but  the  sol- 
ution is  not  so  simple.   A  comprehensive  appraisal  of  the  current  situation  will  show 
precisely  what  the  needs  are  and  should  suggest  some  specific  solutions.   It  becomes 
important  that  Martin  County  and  her  leaders  recognize  the  true  potential  and  work 
with,  instead  of  against  it.   To  assume  that  better  schools,  increased  industry,  and 
other  listed  remedies  would  solve  all  the  problems  is  to  be  naive.   Before  any  solution 
can  be  designed,  the  problems  must  be  clearly  understood  and  agreed  on.   The  goals  must 
be  defined  and  values  assigned  which  would  give  priority  to  certain  projects.   The 
establishment  of  a  county  planning  board,  a  town  planning  board,  a  county  economic 
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development  commissicn,  and  other  various  projects  and  organizations  that  are  currently- 
functioning,  indicates  that  at  least  some  of  the  county's  responsible  citizens  are  in- 
terested in  what  is  and  will  eventually  happen  to  Martin  County.   The  subsequent  reports 
would  hopefully  outline  in  detail  the  potential  of  the  County  in  terms  of  economic  str- 
ucture, land  resources,  determine  the  best  plan  for  development,  outline  a  public  improve- 
ments program,  and  a  capital  improvements  budget  for  financing  the  program.   Once  these 
are  known,  the  results  of  this  study  will  be  more  useful.   If  a  certain  kind  of  industry 
might  employ  a  significant  number  of  our  displaced  workers  and  if  the  county's  physical 
resources  would  support  such  an  industry,  then  a  specific  proposal  could  be  made  to  a 
group  of  industries  which  fit  the  needs  of  Martin  County.   The  decision  as  to  whether 
we  seek  a  short-term,  but  less  desirable  solution  or  a  long-term,  more  meaningful  sol- 
ution must  be  made  early.   The  two  types  are  not  necessarily  mutually  exclusive.   Martin 
County  is  unique.   Her  land,  her  people,  her  resources  are  unique  and  they  should  not  be 
treated  in  the  same  fashion  as  other  counties . 

Let  it  be  understood  and  stated  clearly  that  not  all  of  the  residents  of  Martin  County 

are  interested  in  this  kind  of  progress.   Some  will  have  vested  interests  and  stand  to 

gain  by  maintaining  the  status  quo.   The  decision  must  be  made  as  to  what  kind  of  place 

Martin  County  wants  to  become.   If  for  example,  she  wants  to  attract  young  people  who 

have  previously  been  leaving  the  area  she  must  provide  the  kind  of  amenities  which  these 

people  demand:   If  she  is  unwilling  to  do  this,  then  she  must  be  ready  to  accept  the 

inevitable  consequences. 
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